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Abst ract

Many view Operation Allied Force as a nodel of efficiency from plan
to execution. No conflict in history, of this nmagnitude, can claimzero
conbat fatalities. The United States |led a conplex coalition effort
under the NATO unbrella that saw an end to the ethnic cl eansing
atrocities in Kosovo and ultimately the renoval of Sl obodan M| osevic
frompower. So why isn't this 78-day war the nodel for future
conflicts? What have we learned in the application of operational art
and how will we apply it to future conflicts? What decisions led to the
depl oynment of a 5500 soldier strong Army contingent known as Task Force
Hawk and why were they never enpl oyed?

Anal ysts al nost universally agree that below the surface, Operation
Al lied Force was an operation flawed in political and strategic
direction that never applied the opti mum neans to acconplish the il
defi ned and constantly evol ving objectives. Probability and chance
pl ayed as nmuch a role in the positive outconme as did operational design
factors. It worked against a weak foe--a risk we should avoid in the
future.

The strategic (political) and operational conditions never existed
for the enploynent of Task Force Hawk as an operational maneuver force.
The systens were appropriate for conducting joint operational fire and
maneuver, however the timng all but elim nated any chance of
enpl oyment. W thout surprise, nultiple directions of attack, and a
legitimate ground threat to occupy ground forces, Task Force Hawk coul d

at best hope to achieve tactical effects.



Future Joint operations will present the sane chall enges experienced
during

Operation Allied Force. W see many of the sane in Afghani stan today.
Let's hope we have | earned from our "successes" of the past instead of

mrroring them

| nt roducti on

So what's all the beef about Operation Allied Force? 1It's the "Wy
Ahead"! We won--we nust have or else we wouldn't have peacekeepi ng
troops on the ground serving in Kosovo today. |In the context of U. S.
gl obal resources and forces, it was an econony of force mi ssion in which
we husbanded our ground forces while capitalizing on our superior air
power and overwhel m ng technol ogi cal advantages. Many view it as a
model of efficiency fromplan to execution. No conflict in history, of
this magni tude, can claimzero conbat fatalities. The United States | ed
a conplex coalition effort under the NATO unbrella that saw an end to
the ethnic cleansing atrocities in Kosovo and ultimately the renoval of
Sl obodan Ml osevic frompower. So why isn't this 78-day war destined
for the "Warfare Hall of Fame?"

Not all studies of mlitary art are recreational. For mlitary
pr of essi onals, one purpose is to learn fromthe successes and failures
of the past. Tine clearly plays a role and will ultimtely effect our
perspective and nmold the final judgnment. The American mlitary machine
tends to reinforce success and generally only attenpts to change the
approaches or techniques that resulted in a perceived failure. W |ike
to stay on plan with a well-witten script that doesn’t ruffle the
feathers of public opinion. Qur institutions aren’'t afraid to change,

but do so only when we perceive failure. After Vietnam we introduced a



new role for our "citizen soldier’s" and the m ssion of the Reserve
Component for future wars. The United States has the worl ds best

equi pped, resourced, and trained Special Operations Forces because we
can never accept another "Desert One". The battle cry of the post Cold
War mlitary drawdown was “No nore Task Force Smith's!”—a | esson gl eaned
from Korea follow ng our post World War |l force reductions. Past

experi ences have often spun notable policies such as the Wi nberger-
Powel | Doctri ne.

So what is the |egacy of Operation Allied Force? Wat have we
| earned in the application of operational art and how will we apply it
to future conflicts? On the surface it was a near flaw ess operation
that achieved all the objectives. Yes, tactically our forces perforned
superbly. Was it our only course of action? Over the course of 78
days, was it the 37,000 total sorties, 14,000 strike sorties, and 23, 000
bombs and missiles' that forced MIosevic to capitul ate? What decisions
|l ed to the deploynent of a 5500 sol dier strong Army contingent known as
Task Force Hawk? Could it, and should it have played a role as an
oper ati onal maneuver force, enploying operational fires at the direction
of the JTF commander.

This paper is a historical case review that is not intended to
argue for or against the nerits of air power or whether they al one
produced political results. It is rather a review of our doctrine for
waggi ng operational warfare and how it was applied to Operation Allied
Force. Additionally, this paper reviews the role of Task Force Hawk in
t he overall operational scheme of Allied Force.

The Pl anni ng Process.

“A canpaign is defined as a series of related mlitary operations

ai med at acconplishing a strategic or operational objective within a



given time and space.”?

Operation Allied Force was referred to as an air
canpai gn, however in accordance with our joint doctrine it was in fact a
maj or combi ned air operation. | f NATO had taken a holistic approach to
t he Bal kans, and devel oped a strategy for the entire region, Allied
Force woul d have been one nmmj or operation in the Bal kan’s canpai gn.
Bosnia as a previously executed major operation, and Montenegro and the
Former Yugosl avia Republic of Macedonia (FYROM as planned operations

woul d have col |l ectively define the NATO Bal kans canpai gn.

Operational art hel ps commanders use resources efficiently and

effectively to achieve strategic objectives. It includes
enploying mlitary forces and arranging their efforts in tine,
space and purpose. Oper ati onal art hel ps commanders

understand the conditions for victory before seeking battle.?

Proper canpai gn pl anning can begin once the political |eadership
defines the Desired Endstate (DES). For the mlitary it becones a
backward pl anning process. The DES defines the environment as it
relates to the; political, mlitary, econom c, social, ethnic, and other
conditions after the strategic mlitary objectives have been
accompl i shed. Theoretically, strategic guidance |eads to national
strategic objectives and ultimately theatre strategic objectives. A
t heatre commander, with approved strategic and theatre objectives,
conducts an estimate of the situation and determ nes the nethods to
accomplish the objectives. A critical due out fromthe estimate process
is the identification of the eneny's critical factors and the
determ nation of centers of gravity (COG, for each objective, at the
strategic and operational |level. Additional key elenents of the
operational design include; the direction/axis of attack, operational
scheme of maneuver and deception plan.?

Cbj ecti ves




The shortcom ngs of Operation Allied Force began and arguably ended
with the planning process. It was politically constrained fromstart to
finish. A clear and achi evabl e DES was never provided and the theatre
commander (SACEUR) was gi ven "ambi guous, poorly articul ated, and
unreal i stic" strategic guidance by U S. and NATO political |eadership.?

NATO | eaders and President Clinton derailed planning fromthe begi nning
when they declared that no ground troops were planned for the operation.
A policy decision that handcuffed the war fighters. The resulting
failure to allow planning for a |l and conmponent strongly influenced

subsequent operati ons.

Execution will be conprom sed when there are no air-I|and
synergies on the operational level. Neither the United States
nor NATO was willing to consider a ground attack into Kosovo.

The practical effect was that the eneny could tailor
counterneasures and tactics to mnim ze the effects on air
attack al one.®
| nst ead of conducting a conbined joint operation that |everaged

| and, air and sea capabilities synchronized in time and space, Allied

Force becane a series of air strikes and attacks with little surprise

and no deception. It becane a targeting war, m cro-mnaged at the
hi ghest level. It was a gross violation of our operational doctrine.
Sound sequencing and synchronization of all mlitary and

nonmlitary sources of power are necessary to acconplish

strategic or operational objectives in a given theater through

mej or operations and canpaigns.’

According to Carl Von Clausewitz, "war is nerely the continuation
of policy by other means."® |In Operation Allied Force, the indistinct
policy that changed as the operation evolved, significantly limted the
avai | abl e ways and neans and i npeded operational planning and executi on.

Goal s and the correspondi ng obj ectives were never clearly outlined

when contingency planni ng began. Once stated, they were changed during

the course of the air offensive. The nunber of objectives varied from



five fromthe North Atlantic Council (NAC) to three fromthe President
to two fromthe SECDEF.° The strategic objectives of NATO as

di ssemi nated by the United States; (1) Denonstrate the seriousness of
NATO s opposition to Bel grade's aggression in the Bal kans; (2) Deter

Ml osevic from continuing and escal ating his attacks on hel pl ess
civilians; (3) Create the conditions to reverse ethnic cleansing; (4)
Damage Serbia' s capacity to wage war agai nst Kosovo in the future or
spread war to its neighbors®; differed fromthose rel eased by NATO and
the North Atlantic Council (NAC).'™ 2 The |anguage contained in the
various strategic |level objectives was vague and significantly hindered

focus during the planning process. How do you denonstrate seriousness?

The NATO and U.S. theatre strategic objectives contained simlar
anbiguity that was found in the strategic guidance. They should have
been synchroni zed and nore specific in nature.?®

Oper ati onal Pl anni ng

Operational art requires commanders to address four key
consi derations when planni ng and executing a canpai gn or ngjor
operation; (1) What mlitary (or related political and social)
conditions nmust be produced to achieve the strategic goal (ends)? (2)
What sequence of action (schene of maneuver) will produce that condition
(ways)? (3) What resources should be applied to acconplish the sequence
of actions (nmeans)? (4) What are the costs or risks in perform ng the
sequence of actions
(ri sk managenent) ?*

Thi s paper has already addressed the shortcom ngs with the DES and
the national and theatre strategic objectives. Common to all sets of

obj ectives was the desire to end the violent attacks and ethnic

cl eansing directed agai nst the Al banian people. Sinply put, the end



state (ends) frommnilitary action was an end to the killing in Kosovo
and the establishment of a peaceful environment, governed autononously,
w t hout further repression. Analysis clearly denonstrated the need for
qui ck action.

The schenme of maneuver (ways) was hanpered significantly by the
political constraint against ground troops as well as the restrictive
Rul es of Engagenent (ROE). The operational schenme was single
di mensional --air only. Operational planners further limted their
options through a narrowy focused plan, lacking in initiative and
flexibility. The scheme, driven by an inflexible Air Tasking Order
(ATO), was very predictable and resulted in the systematic enpl oynent of
air assets that |acked variation in time, place, and direction.® The
i ncrenental approach schene prevented the application of nmass--a
princi pal of war, successfully enployed throughout history. The initial
focus for planning was a “mrror imge” of the Bosnia nodel. Bonbing in
the fall of 1995 had resulted in the Dayton Peace Accords. It was
assunmed once again that air power would rapidly coerce MIlosevic to
negotiate for an end to air strikes. The detail of canpaign planning
consi sted of a short duration air operation followed by the perm ssive
occupati on of Kosovo by a multi-national NATO peacekeeping force. |If
two days of bonbing did not work, the depth of contingency planning was
to keep bonbing. General Cl ark and Lieutenant General Short (JFACC)
were never in agreenent regarding the strategic and operational COGs.
Operationally, Clark believed it was the tactical forces in the field,
Short felt that it was Bel grade and M|l osevic's C2 and support
structure. This lack of synchronization over such a critical issue as

COG i s inexcusable at the operational |evel of war.



The resources (neans) necessary to acconplish the objectives were
equal ly constrained by the "no boots on the ground” decision. Even wth
the "air only" option, planners failed to develop a plan with depth. |If
t hey had, they wouldn't have required such dramatic changes in resources
in two and one-half nonths of fighting. Over the course of 78 days, the
number of aircraft in support nore than doubled from 366 to 912.1%

The political restrictions are well docunented. This however
shoul d not have prevented the operational commander from planning ground
options. Operational planning began in June 1998 foll owi ng the outbreak
of hostilities between Yugoslavian (VJ) and Mnistry of Interior
For ces/ Speci al Police (MJP) and the Kosovo Liberation Arnmy (KLA).?"

El aborate air attack options were conpleted by early 1999 yet there was
not planning for a | and conponent.'® The designation of a Ground
Component Conmander (GCC) with an ARFOR or MARFOR pl anni ng staff woul d
have been a prudent neasure. |t could have been a U S. unil ateral
measure, conducted in secrecy, with a focus towards ground conti ngency
operations. Gound planners are highly proficient in Join Intelligence
Preparation of the Battlefield (JIPB) and at a m ni mum coul d have been
of assistance during the air strike operations. |In the end, General

Cl ark obtai ned approval to introduce ground assets (disguised as
additional air assets), when President Clinton approved the depl oynent
of Task Force Hawk on 03 April 1999. The decision to stand-up Task
Force Hawk was a | ong overdue nove that arguably unofficially designated
a GCC (V Corps Commander) with a planning staff. Unfortunately, United
States Arny Europe (USAREUR) planners weren't notified until 20 March
1999, four days prior to the start of air strikes, to develop a plan to

i ntroduce V Corps' AH 64 Apaches into the war.



The final step in assessing the operational plan and its execution
is the consideration of risk (risk managenent). Political risk drove
t he planni ng and execution process. Fromthe beginning the political
theme was, no mlitary risk equals |ow political risk. The prohibition
on ground forces was NATO and the United States’ political risk
mtigation neasure that guaranteed the avoi dance of a nessy, potentially
hi gh casualty operation, not |ikely acceptable by the American and
Eur opean public. It had been only five short years since the imges of
Mogadi shu, Somalia nmade worl d headlines. The increnmental escal ation
pl an for the volune of air strikes and high altitude flight profile were
operational risk mtigation neasures directed at holding the coalition
toget her and reducing the risk to airnen. A simlar cost-benefit
analysis led to the decision not to enploy Task Force Hawk attack
hel i copters. The risk managenent deci sions enployed by NATO and U. S.
| eadership clearly avoi ded casualties and kept the coalition together.
Unfortunately for the Kosovar Al banians, they further inpeded NATO s
ability to stop the killing of innocent civilians, a scene that
increased in magni tude with each day of additional air attacks.
Serbian police expelled nmore than 800,000 ethnic Al banians
from Kosovo and displaced nearly 600,000 others wthin the
province, according to UN and State Departnent figures
respectively...By the time allied planes began striking eneny
forces in earnest, Ml osevic's canpaign of forced deportation
was nearly conplete. "
A risk mtigation neasure that prevents the acconplishnent of a theatre
strategic objective (stop the killing) warrants reeval uation or there
shoul d be a change to objective.

Operational Art Assessnent

The netrics (ends, ways, neans, risk managenent) used above to

assess the application of operational art to Operation Allied Force



clearly highlight nmany deficiencies. The fact that mlitary action is a
direct product of politics and political guidance is blatantly evident
as seen by the nunmerous political restrictions inmposed on the theatre
commander. The chall enges of coalition warfare, where decisions
required the consensus of 19 NATO nations, further conplicated the
problem Regardless of restrictions, it does not relieve the commander
from maxi m zi ng avail abl e resources in the planning and execution of
operational warfare. Anbiguous theatre objectives, tactical versus
operational focus, predictable and uni magi nabl e schenes of maneuver,
center of gravity definition, and the absence of contingency planning
are all areas that could have been inmproved with the sound application
of operational art.

In the end, Slobodan Ml osevic signed the Mlitary Technica
Agreement (MIA) and withdrew his forces from Kosovo. NATO forces
conducted a relief-in-place with the Serbian forces and remain to this
day. This review wll not attenpt to explain why M| osevic w thdrew
but instead anplify the fact that it is a topic of significant debate
wi thout a clear answer. The perspective and opinion anongst the nost
influential commanders prosecuting the operation differ widely. General
Clark believes it was the threat of ground intervention and that it out-
wei ghed the firepower of the air operation.

Pl anning and preparations for ground intervention were well

under way by the end of the canmpaign, and | am convinced t hat

this, in particular pushed Ml osevic to concede...the Apaches,

the corps-level headquarters, and a full Arny brigade of

ground conbat power in Albania were enough to offset NATO s

obvi ous, public opposition to a ground war and convey a

power ful image of a ground threat?

LTG Short believes that that the destruction of mpjor targets in

Bel grade and other cities led to MIlosevic's capitulation. This belief

aligns with the Denial Theory of Air Power application which postul ates



t hat bonbi ng sel ect targets frustrates the enenmy from achi evi ng

obj ectives and persuades himthat further actions are futile.? British
LTG Sir M chael Jackson, the initial NATO commander in Kosovo, believes
that the June 3'® Russian backing of the West's position and the urging
of Mlosevic to surrender was the single event to have the nost
significance in ending the war.?

A final argunment is that Serb mlitary operations in Kosovo had
reached the cul mnation point. Ml osevic had achieved his objectives.
He had conducted genocide to the maxi num extent possible against the
Al bani ans and those that had survived had been expelled and were now
refugees in Al bania and Macedonia. The KLA offensive in |ate My,
supported by NATO cl ose air support, no longer allowed his mlitary and
para-military forces in Kosovo to act with inpunity and it was tine to
cut | osses.

The i nmportance of these conclusions is that they are inconclusive.

We shoul d not | ook back on Operation Allied Force and use it as a
bl ueprint for operations of this or simlar nature in the future. This
| eads to the final point of discussion on Task Force Hawk.

Task Force Hawk

General Wesley Clark canpaigned |ong and hard before, during, and
now after Operation Allied Force for approval to enploy ground forces.
It caused significant friction with | eaders in Washi ngton and Europe.
According to Clark, NATO Secretary CGeneral Javier Solana, "saw no chance
of mai ntai ni ng NATO cohesion if the divisive issue of ground

i ntervention was introduced."?

Clark reluctantly conceded since he
couldn't show that an air canpaign wouldn't work. The reality is that
he didn't concede. Despite the objections of the JCS**, Cl ark spoofed

the U. S. and NATO | eadership by selling the deploynment and enpl oynent of



attack helicopters as yet another tool in the "air power" kit bag.
This was a clear stretch. Attack helicopters are ground oriented and
focused, nerely expanding ground maneuver to the third dinmension with
greater speed and flexibility than ground driving systens. In Arny
doctrine, the Aviation Brigade in a division is referred to as the 4''
Maneuver Brigade. They rely on the support of ground maneuver and fire
support assets for targeting and survivability. A review of the Task
Force Hawk task organization highlights this fact. An overview of Task
Force Hawk assets is necessary before an operational enpl oynent
anal ysi s.

Task Force Hawk was a uni que organi zation, task organized with
Army assets to conpl enent the NATO deep strike capabilities during
Operation Allied Force. The force was built around the AH 64 Apache
attack helicopter and its capability to interdict ground targets, day
and night, during periods of reduced weather conditions. The force
depl oyed to Tirana, Albania in April 1999 in order to conduct operations
over Kosovo. The primary deep operations assets were 24 AH-64 Apaches
and 27 Multiple Launch Rocket Systens (M.RS), capable of firing the Arny
Tactical Mssile Systems (ATACMS). An additional 31 support aircraft
i ncludi ng the UH-60 Bl ackhawk, CH-47 Chi nook and C-12 fi xed-w ng
aircraft provided combat support and conbat service support capabilities
to the task force. A Brigade Conbat Team (BCT) consisting of one
airborne infantry task force and one mechani zed infantry task force
provi ded force protection. Task Force Hawk was commanded by the
Commandi ng General of V Corps, headquartered out of Germany. The Corps
Support Group (CSG provided a support package that included the nornal

transportation, engineer, signal, quarternmaster, mintenance,



ammuni ti on, nmedical, finance and personnel services functions required
to operate an Arny unit.

Once deployed, Task Force Hawk had the following missons®

On order, conduct deep attacks to destroy enemy forces in the TF Hawk area of respongbility (AOR). The TF
was to aso support ar interdiction through the targeting process.

On order, conduct Suppression of Enemy Air Defense (SEAD)

Be prepared to conduct offensive and/or defensive operations to defeat enemy attacks toward the TF assembly
area or base camp.

Take dl possble steps to maximize force protection.

AsNATO and Serbiareached agreement on peace in Kosovo, be prepared to provide initid U.S. forces for the

peacekeeping misson.

In accordance with Army doctrine, the United States Arnmy Corps is
the | owest |evel of command that commanders conduct operational |evel
pl anni ng and execution. The Arny's keystone doctrine for full spectrum
operations, Field Manual (FM 3-0 further define what constitutes an
operational action.

...actions are defined as strategic, operational, or tactica

based on their effect or contribution to achieving strategic,

operational, or tactical objectives..actions within the three

|l evel s are not associated with a particular conmand |evel,

unit size, equi pment type, or force conmponent type.?

The Corps | evel AH-64 Apache battalions and ATACM | ong shoot er
artillery systenms, that were the centerpiece of Task Force Hawk, are the
systens a Corps conmander nornmally enploys to conduct shaping operations
(operational maneuver) to set the conditions for the tactical fight.
Their maneuver and firepower can produce operational effects. Wen
enpl oyed in this manner maxi num use of deception, surprise and
integration with the existing protection of ground maneuver forces are
an integral part of the plan.

The strategic (political) and operational conditions never existed

for the enploynent of Task Force Hawk’ s Apaches as an operational

maneuver arm during Operation Allied Force. The systens were



appropriate for conducting joint operational fire and maneuver, however
the timng all but elimnated any chance of enploynent. Wthout
surprise, multiple directions of attack, and a legitimte ground threat
to occupy ground forces, Task Force Hawk could at best hope to achieve
tactical effects. Apaches fired the first shots of Operation Desert

St orm when they conducted operational maneuver beneath lraqi air defense
radar coverage to destroy an operationally critical air defense C2
facility. It's destruction facilitated the beginning of the Gulf War’'s
maj or combi ned air operation. A simlar scenario, at the onset of the
war, capitalizing on the element of surprise, would have been the best
application of this firepower during Allied Force.

Ri sk cost-benefit analyses along with the personalities of |eaders
were the factors that ultinmately prevented the enpl oynent of Task Force
Hawk .

The United States and NATO were unwilling to risk a high nunber of
casualties. Crashes of conmbat and conbat support helicopters normally
produce catastrophic scenes. The safety and tactical threat to Apaches
was high. The physical environment did not favor their enploynment.
Rugged, heavily vegetated terrain is not favorable for attack helicopter
operations. Aircraft were operating at the top end of their mechani cal
capability, heavy |oaded in the high altitude terrain of the region.
They were susceptible to small arnms fire and shoulder fired surface-to-
air mssiles. There were nore than adequate indirect fire support
systens to suppress eneny air defenses. The Miltiple Launched Rocket
Systens (MLRS) and Army Tactical Mssile Systens (ATACMS) were
positioned to suppress target areas for all the proposed m ssions.
However, NATO and U.S. senior |eadership was unwilling to risk the

possibilities of collateral damage and unexpl oded ordi nance. The rules



of engagenment were so restrictive that extensive |ethal suppressive
fires were not viable. "NATO pilots were required to see targets before
rel easing ordinance in order to avoid civilians in the target area. It
got tighter every tinme there were civilian causalities."? The

| aunchi ng of unobserved MLRS and ATACM fires on tenplated eneny air
defense | ocati ons was never an option.

The stand-of f advantage of the Apache | everaged during the Gulf War
in the deserts of Irag and Kuwait didn't' exist in the rugged,
nmount ai nous terrain. The avenues of approach into Kosovo were extremely
limted which made their attack options very predictable. The eneny
could concentrate its defenses on ingress and egress routes. The Serbs
were a thinking eneny. They positioned their conbat systens in natural
and mannmade | ocations that provided maxi nrum cover and conceal nrent. They
m nim zed nmounted activities and | everaged di spersion to avoid
presenting lucrative attack helicopter targets. Wth no threat froma
ground force, they dispersed and remai ned hidden under foliage and in
vil | ages.

Aut hori zation to enploy the force directly never cane for

several reasons. The target set in western Kosovo consi sted

of platoon-size forces, dispersed and usually hidden under
trees and in villages. Attack helicopters penetrating at |ow

altitude wuld have been exposed to small arms fire,
antiaircraft guns, and shoulder-fired mssiles. G ven the
extreme U.S. and NATO unwillingness to suffer casualties, the

risks were determined to be too great relative to the payoff.?®

General Wesley Clark never had the support of the chain of command,
Secretary of Defense WIIliam Cohen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff General Hugh Shelton, and Arny Chief of Staff General Dennis
Reimer. He was never able to forge a supportive relationship...in his

book, Waging Modern War, Wesley Clark nmakes it clear that he was not the

Arnmy’s favorite son and had advanced to the position of SACEUR by virtue



of key, high visibility positions held, and not through nom nations from
the Arny’s senior |eadership. He realized that he was a sol di er never
fully accepted by his own.? Finally, senior Army | eadership was not
confident in Task Force Hawk | eadership and aircrew proficiency. The
depl oynent was wrongly perceived to be unnecessarily long and two
training crashes, resulting in tw fatalities, did little to install
confidence in senior |eaders.

Concl usi on

Future joint operations will present the sane chall enges
experienced during Operation Allied Force. W see many of the sane
chal l enges in the ongoing operations in Afghanistan.

Anal ysts al nost universally agree that below the surface, Operation
Al lied Force was an operation flawed in political and strategic
direction, with a challenging political and C2 structure, that never
applied the optimum means to acconplish the ill defined and constantly
evol ving objectives. Probability and chance played as nuch a role in
the positive outcone as did operational design factors. 1t worked
agai nst a weak foe, a risk we should avoid in the future. 1In the case
of Operation Allied Force we should make an exception and change based
on a “success” fromthe past.

There were countl ess val uable | essons |learned fromthe strategic
through the tactical level. Most analysts agree on the key operational

art flaws that need attention:

An uncl ear definition of Desired Endstate has a negative inpact on
goal setting and objective devel opnent

Clearly defined objectives are critical and an essential |ink for
determ ning the eneny’ s center of gravity

An operational schene that |acks innovation, surprise, deception, and
“what if” branches and sequels equals predictability and increases

ri sk. Operational plans must exploit the strength of our joint air,
land and maritime forces. G ound naneuver integration will al nost



al ways enhance force effectiveness and result in advantages in
position and/ or strength.

The principles of Operational Art apply across the full spectrum of
mlitary operations.

The Arny | earned much fromthe deploynent of Task Force Hawk and
the role it played in Allied Force. It was not until well after 10 June
1999 that nmuch was witten on the inportant role Task Force Hawk
Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnai ssance systens (|l SR) played in
the targeting process. This link was especially critical during the KLA
May of fensive that exposed VJ and MJP forces that were rooted out of
their safe havens. Unfortunately nost attention was focused on the
percei ved sl ow depl oynment and the two Apache crashes. Most Task Force
Hawk | essons | earned were at the tactical level. Sonme key operational

| essons:

The Arny nust get |ighter and | eaner to achieve rapid strategic
mobility—the Arny is addressing this issue with the Interim Brigade
Conmbat Teanms (IBCT) and the devel opnent of the Future Conbat System
(FCS) for the objective force.
The Arnmy nust do a better job with its own Information Operations
(10 canpaign. Wien Kenneth Bacon, SECDEF for Public Affairs,
announced on 03 April 1999 that Task Force Hawk woul d deploy within 7
to 10 days it created a fal se expectation with the media and public.*°
The Task Force had an initial operational capability on 23 April
1999 that was in keeping with the tinmeline desired by the theatre
commander .
The | SR capabilities operating from Al bania and Macedoni a were proven
as a conbat nmultiplier for the theatre conmander. Unfortunately the
sensor to shooter link was slowed due to a |lack of preexisting joint
procedures to share data on energing targets. Arny Division and
Cor ps headquarters should develop training plans that include
interaction with Joint and Conbi ned Headquarters.

Allied Force demongtrated the srategic deficiencies of not taking a joint air-land gpproach to military
operations. The political impediments were real enough, but so were the consequences of adopting a
lesser drategy. Key combat synergies derived from joint air-ground operations and the compdling
force they can exert on enemies were not redized. Allied Force was a combined air campaign that
never had the benefit of atruly joint command...Above dl, a fully joint headquarters would have been
better able to integrate Task Force Hawk, not to mention more ambitious ground operations.®
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